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See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Emmanuel 1. | bezi mappeals the district court’s order grant-
ing the Appellees’ notion for summary judgnment and di sm ssing his
civil rights conplaint. W have reviewed the record and the dis-
trict court’s nenorandum and find no reversible error in the
court’s conclusion that the prison nedical staff was not delib-
erately indifferent to his nedical needs.! Accordingly, we affirm

on the reasoning of the district court. See lbezimyv. MKinney,

No. CA-99-1-JFM (D. Md. Feb. 17, 2000).2 W dispense with ora
argunment because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argunment woul d not

aid the decisional process.

AFFI RVED

! I bezi mwai ved review of his remmining clains because he did
not address themin his informal brief. See 4th Gr. R 34(b).

2 Al though the district court’s order is marked as “filed” on
February 16, 2000, the district court’s records show that it was
entered on the docket sheet on February 17, 2000. Pursuant to
Rul es 58 and 79(a) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, it is
the date that the order was physically entered on the docket sheet
that we take as the effective date of the district court’s
decision. See Wlson v. Mirray, 806 F.2d 1232, 1234-35 (4th Gr.
1986) .




